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The Real Texas Story: The real story of the Texas SOP! imary is not a story of “old guard 
reactionaries locking the door on fresh-faced, young Republicans desirous of reforming the Grand 
Old Party. The real story among other things is one of CIO goons, innocent of any voting in their 
lives save Democratic voting, offering violence to genuine Republicans with a long record of voting 
Republican, who wanted to get into primary precinct meetings to vote for Taft. According to respon- 
sible reports from Texas, we learn that, at the GOP Convention in July, the Texas GOP Committee 
will present no less than 100 affidavits of such “irregularities” to the Credentials Committee. 














The above reports are but surface indications of what has been actually a shameless piece of 
business, i.e., the brazen attempt by Democrats to capture the Republican primary in Texas. As in 
the case of the so-called bipartisan policy (few now have nerve to defend that disastrous course), the 
Texas piece of political mayhem is another example of the 20-year-old drive to create a one-party, 
monolithic state. | 

Nothing illuminates this Texas situation (completely confused for the public by partial accounts) 
so well as an advertisement which appeared in the Dallas Morning News of May 3. We possess a 
photostatic copy of this ad, which was sponsored by the Eisenhower Club of Dallas County. It began: 
“The resolution that was passed by the Republican State Committee in February is in NO SENSE A 
PLEDGE. You are not pledged to support the nominee of the Republican Party nor does it prohibit 
you from voting in the July Democratic Primary, nor does it prohibit you from voting for whomever 
you please in the November election.” More of similar innuendo, well adjusted to the minds of 
people who have voted Democratic all their lives followed. In short, this was an invitation to 
Democrats to become “one day” Republicans. It served as a verbal instrument (on the same moral 
level as the fists of CIO goons) in the effort to achieve Democratic control over the Republican Party 
in Texas. 


This advertisement has caused a sensation among Northern and Eastern GOP politicians. 
We showed it to one who read it with evident horror. As he remarked: “They [the Democrats] 
wouldn’t dare to try to get away with that up here.” And he added: “The nerve of them, inviting 
Democrats to vote in the Republican primary, people who will then turn around and vote in the De- 
mocratic primary.” 


New York Times: Another illustration of the Democratic plot to capture the Republican nomina- 
tion appears in a statement by the publisher of the famous Democratic newspaper, Mr. Arthur Hays 
Sulzberger. The statement was pretty bald, and so — we imagine — that was why the Times did not 
report it, perhaps feeling that it did not qualify under the famous heading, “All the News That’s Fit 
to Print”. It appeared only in the Camden (N.J.) Courier-Post (April 19, 1952): 


“The New York Times is supporting General Eisenhower for the Republican presidential nomi- 
nation because it is so very frightened at the thought of Mr. Taft, according to the Times president 
and: publisher Arthur Hays Sulzberger. Sulzberger made the statement in reply to a question by a 
member of a journalism class he addressed at the University of Pennsylvania, Friday. The pub- 
lisher indicated his newspaper was ‘frightened’ of Taft because of his ‘consistently isolationist’ stand 
on foreign affairs while the Times had long been internationalist in its viewpoint. Sulzberger said 
if Taft and Mr. Truman were the rival presidential candidates next November, he believed his news- 
paper would support Mr. Truman.” [Our italics. ] 
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The Decision: A New Deal court blocked the inevitable, the ultimate step of the New Deal — 
supreme power for the Executive. The disputatious in Washington wrangle over that point, as if it 
were terribly surprising. We did not find it so. It was suggested in this column on May 14 that 
“from the narrow standpoint of ‘power’, it would be logical for the Court to side with the legis. 
lative arm”, to check the swollen power of the Executive; and that, despite a collectivistic philosophy, 
“the same members remain humanly jealous of their own power”. 


"How wise the Founding Fathers! For it is written in the Federalist papers, in a disquisition on 
“checks and balances” as follows: 

“But the great security against a gradual concentration of the several powers in 
the same department, consists in giving to those who administer each department the 
necessary constitutional means and personal motives to resist encroachments of the others. 
The provision for defense must in this, as in all other cases, be made commensurate to 
the danger of attack. Ambition must be made to counteract ambition. The interest 
of the man must be connected with the constitutional rights of the place. It may be a 
reflection on human nature, that such devices should be necessary to control the abuses 


epttte of government. But what is government itself, but the greatest of all reflections on 
“ivi ioithuman nature?” (The Federalist, No. LI, February 8,-1788. ) si91ud jaes) 


Hard Facts About Steel: The reaction of steel stocks to the Supreme Court’s decision, last Monday, 
was a fractional price drop; the following day, despite the announcement of the strike, this drop was 
more than made up. Wall Street seemed to say, “Ho, hum.” 


And well it might. There is no shortage of steel in the country. A survey of the steel consuming 
industries in the Wall Street Journal (June 3) indicates that most of them have steel inventories that 
will keep them going for a month; which, considering the storage space required, is a plenty. It is 
well known that the industry — despite the “fears” of the White House and its economists — has met 
every demand of the country, including the “defense” orders, and that in recent months there has been 
a glut of steel. (Private industry has a way of making controllers look silly.) A shutdown at this 
time is not unwelcome in the industry; the surplus steel on the market will be worked off without the 
necessity of cutting prices, offering discounts and other ways of getting rid of inventories. 


Wall Street also knows that for the period of the election campaign, at least, the inflationary 
practices of the government will not be curtailed. The Administration will try to spend as much 
as possible, realizing that during “good times” the inclination of the voter is to keep the “ins” in. 
These inflationary measures should offset any economic reason for a drop in stock values. 


_ ,.,Besides, what will the prudent citizen do with the money if he sells his stock? Being prudent, 
he will hesitate to put it into long-term Government bonds. And, if prices show a profit on his purchase, 
selling it means paying more taxes, thus dividing the profit with the politicians. No sense in that. 
Better hold on to the stock and collect dividends. 


NS hum! 


The Ridgway Report: Pentagon circles have already started talking about the first report which 
the new European commander will — indeed must, in the nature of things — render to Washington. 
The enormous confidence and respect which General Ridgway enjoys in the defense services springs 
from a knowledge that he is a blunt, straight-forward soldier who speaks his mind without fear 
or favor. 


The military men do not view the European situation through the same rosy prisms as Admin- 
istration politicos.. Great worry reigns lest the Continent become another quagmire like Korea, or 
worse. And many Pentagon people have not felt that Eisenhower has given completely candid 
estimates, in view of his own political situation. Hence, the first words of Ridgway on how things 
stand “over there” are awaited anxiously. 
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Ridgway will, it is confidently expected, immediately take stock, make an inventory of NATO 
in the next few weeks. Pentagon people differ as to. whether he will ‘finish this task: and send his 
report by June 15th or a week later, But, they are agreed, it will be most surprising if: Ridgway 
does not provide answers to such vital questions as these: Will our Western European allies ‘fight? 
How many soldiers has each of the NATO countries actually contributed to the combined: army? 
Is the present strategy of defense of Europe practical? And what will our commitments run to: in 
terms of blood and treasure? 


This Pentagon curiosity has also begun to circulate on Capitol Hill. Ridgway made a profound 
impression on Congress. Members feel that his report, if too blunt, will be kept a secret among the 
top-level Administration generals. Congressmen want the substance of his report revealed to Congress 
and the people so that the whole nation will know clearly “what we are in for”. Hence, the inevitable 
and growing clamor in the lobbies for a resolution to that effect. 


Germany: The signing of the treaty at Bonn which is designed to bring Germany into the Western 
alliance against Soviet Russia caused no swift and dangerous retaliation from Moscow. Neverthe- 
less, there exists a brooding, ominous atmosphere in the West. German. Republic (which rather con- 
spicuously did not go wild with enthusiasm on the occasion) that prompts observers to keep their 
fingers crossed. 


One of these, the veteran Karl Von Weigand of Hearst Newspapers, reports (June 1) that 
“leading German diplomats and former High German military circles” term the treaty “the major 
provocation to Russia” since the end of the war, seven years ago. The important Frankfurt Zeitung 
disclosed that Marshal Zhukov, commanding 157 Russian and satellite divisions, has his GHQ at 
Insterburg, East Prussia, a fact that increases nervousness in Western zone of Germany. Nor, says 
Von Weigand, was tension alleviated when the Germans were told that only 10 divisions — American, 
British and French — held the fort in West Germany. The Hearst correspondent says that a high 
ranking German general in Bonn made this comment: “The Russians would gobble up these divisions 
in three days.” Thus, the situation as General Eisenhower returns from Europe. 


We have received another diagnosis of Germany, all the more necessary in view of the cptimistic 
speeches of Dean Acheson. It is in a letter from Countess Waldeck, a recent contributor to HUMAN 
EVENTS. That writer remarks: “It is a historical fact that the conflict between East and West has 
for centuries been fought in the midst of Germany, in its very heart. A comparatively small, intel- 
lectually wide open space in the middle of Europe, Germany has always been the cross-road of forces 
and ideas from North and South, West and East. Germany never, but never, has made an unequiv- 
ocal decision as to where she stood with regard to East or West — nor could she ever make such a 
decision because she could not submit to demands made by either side. | 


“Here is the secret of her weakness and her superiority. This ‘ever-open’ question has much to 
do with the fact that in Germany the struggle between Catholicism and Protestantism also remained 
unresolved. This permitted the development of a tradition of the most audacious, ruthless intellectual 
research and criticism. Then, in the 19th century, there entered the picture Hegelianism, which made 
history in its marxist form. And here that German intellectual indecision has taken on a new impetus. 
To assume that Germany could ever be 100% pro-West is sheer madness. . . .” 


Capital Political Talk: Few observers here now doubt that Truman is planning and acting to have 
himself drafted for the Presidential nomination at the Democratic Convention in Chicago in July. 
His various political speeches and postures in the past month — of the most energetic and political 
sort — first aroused suspicions. Today the Palace Guard is working hard, with winks, nudges and 
knowing remarks, to spread the impression that Truman wants the first place on the ticket. “We got 
the Southerners back on the reservation by H.T.’s announcement of withdrawal. Now we can go 
ahead.” This is the attitude of the White House crowd surrounding the President. 








paid; ane growed a ination Not. ‘only Taft, but Kefauver forces also denounced it. The 
scheme “is attributed tothe brain of Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, who had been in the forefront of 
the [ke campaign. Now, it is being said, this debacle will cause Lodge to be relegated permanently 
to:.a: back:seat-in the Eisenhower organization. One result of such relegation would be a more 
powerful :control. of the Ike movement by Governor Dewey. As we reported on May 7 in this column, 
not tad Lodge but Duff have been pressed hard by the friends of the New York Governor. 





‘We can report much conversation around the town about the health of presidential candi. 
eines Often mentioned are the recent news-photos of Ike in Europe, with face tired and drawn. 
Also, people -watching TV remark that Democratic candidate Averell Harriman does not look well. 
Anyway, both Democrats and Republicans raise the question as to whether there should not be physical 
examinations of candidates. In this city, especially, it is recalled how F.D.R. was a “doomed man” 
during the campaign of 1944, and should not have run. Hence some have suggested that the National 
Committees of the two parties should require candidates to submit to medical examinations. This 
idea, not unnaturally, finds most favor among supporters of such comparatively “youthful” candidates 
as Governor Stassen and Senator Kefauver. 


Radio Front: The pro-American Liberty network has closed up shop, thus removing from the air 
two fine news: commentators, John T. Flynn and Frazier Hunt. One Liberty news analyst, however, 
has survived, the former network correspondent in the Capital, Willis J. Ballinger, who is sponsored 
by the Veterans of Foreign Wars. Ballinger tonight did an excellent critical examination of General 
Eisenhower’s claim that he had always been a great supporter of Air Power. 


‘ The Ballinger program, entitled “This Is Your America”, is broadcast on WPIK, in Washington, 
on Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridays at 6:15 p.m., E.D.T.; and on Station WIL, St. Louis, Tuesdays, 
Thursdays and Saturdays at 11:45 a.m., C.D.T. Ballinger says that he expects to add other stations 
throughout the country ere long. 


_ Between Covers: The sensation in the book stores is Whittaker Chambers’ Witness, containing the 
Chambers-Alger Hiss story. Among those who watch the maneuvers of the Communist Party, the 
following story is told. The Party obtained an advance copy of the book many weeks ago, and put 
experienced’ and erudite members to work on it to look for factual errors and any other weaknesses. 
The plan was to assemble such material and present it to book reviewers and commentators who 
would criticize the work in an effort to discredit it. Apparently, the scheme failed: factual errors 
proved to be few and the strength of the author’s defense of himself evidently proved too strong for 
any important reviewer to do a hatchet job. However, some reviewers while not unfavorable remain 
chilly... (The intelligentsia cannot forgive this assault on their record of the past two decades.) 





‘Senator McCarthy is a pamphlet by Dr. Kenneth Colegrove, Professor of Political Science 
at Northwestern University, published by Freedom Clubs, 5119 Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles 27, 
Calif. Price ten cents. With admirable and scholarly restraint, Colegrove provides a very impres- 
sive brief in defense of the Senator from Wisconsin, and — which is even better — an inquiry into 
the psychology of those who shout “McCarthyism”. The Professor shows that “hysteria” was not 
a trait of McCarthy, but of those who literally — in an almost feminine way — screamed 
“McCarthyism”. Besides putting the whole matter in the proper perspective of history and politics, 
Colegrove has succeeded in isolating and studying one of the pernicious maladies of these days, 
anti-anti-Communism. 
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WHAT PRICE UNIFORMITY? 
By WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY, Jr. 


- GRADUATION RITUAL at the nation’s private preparatory schools will be much the 
same as last year, and the year before. The Glee Club will sing, the valedictorian 
will talk about America in this troubled age, the football captain will be awarded a cup, 
the headmaster will amiably spoof the graduating class, and then commend its contribu- 


tions to the school, and the visiting speaker will talk about great responsibilities. 


And the whole show will be unabashedly public. Not everybody is invited, of 
course, but lots of people are — parents, alumni, benefactors, and the leading citizens 


of the town. All in all, a generous amount of fol-de-rol. 


However, if James B. Conant, President of Harvard University, is right, the inno- 
cent appearing ceremony ought to go underground, There shouldn’t be anything brassy 
to commemorate the intellectual puberty of a regiment of young men and women who, 
by virtue of their education in private schools, promise to introduce into our society 


“divisive’’ and undemocratic influences. 


That’s what they’re going to do, insisted Dr. Conant, in a speech before the Ameri- 
can Association of School Administrators, last April. We can only achieve unity, he 
said, “if our public schools remain the primary vehicle for the education of our youth, 
and if as far as possible all the youth of a community attend the same school irrespec- 
tive of family fortune or cultural background ... there is some reason to fear lest a dual 
system of secondary education . . . come to threaten the democratic unity provided by 
our public schools .. .” 


N” THE American people are not, as a general rule, given to talking back to edu- 

cators, especially those who occupy such exalted posts as Dr. Conant’s. We’ve been 
taught better. Education is good. More education is better. If education is good, it 
is because it teaches us things. More education teaches us more things. Hence, the more 


education, the more we know, the sounder our judgment, and the less we ought to be 


contradicted. Dr. Conant has had great gobs of education. His advice ought to be worth 
taking. 
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Still, some undisciplined folk are inclined to tell Dr. Conant to go take a ride on 
Charon’s Ferry. They simply don’t agree that private education is necessarily divisive 
and undemocratic, and they’re not particularly interested in fostering the sort of unity 
Dr. Conant is probably interested in. In short, they want to know why Dr. Conant is at. 
tacking private education. What are the motives that conditioned his extraordinary 
attitude — especially since the record is clear that graduates of private schools, Dr. Conant 
included, have made and continue to make striking contributions to our society? 


It doesn’t help to read Dr. Conant’s full statement, which treats mostly of the ad- 
vantages of mixing the rich and the poor, the Catholics and the Jews, and the artists and 
the farmers. All of us agree that this is good, though perhaps rejecting Dr. Conant’s 
intimations that this is the highest value of education; yet none of us has spotted any 
marked intolerance coming out of private schools — no more, for example, than what 
comes out of the public schools. 


Nor are we convinced that there is less stratification within a public high school than 
in a private school. So why should a man whose most casual asides shake the educa- 
tional world come out and say such unfriendly things about the men and women who 
support private schools and send their children there? 


The answer is that Dr. Conant, along with some powerful educational confreres, 
is Out to fashion society in his own mold. This isn’t a well-kept secret. It’s not a secret 
at all. The most influential educators of our time — John Dewey, William Kilpatrick, 
George Counts, Harold Rugg, and the lot — have come right out and talked about what 
they’re planning to do over the past thirty years. 


They are out to build a New Social Order. And with a realism startling in a group 
of long-hairs, they have set about their job in the most effective way. They don’t dis- 
“sipate their efforts on such frivolities as national elections (though they do this inc: 
dentally); they work with far more fundamental social matter, the student. Through 
national educational associations, through teachers’ colleges, and through textbooks and 
other literature, they reach out and influence the remotest classroom. 


The chagrined and frustrated parent has very little luck opposing the advances of 
the New Social Order. Anytime a citizen feels like objecting to the orientation of the 
educational program of his local school, he collides with the iron curtain of academic 
freedom. ‘The consumer has no rights in the educational marketplace”, Professor Henry 
Steele Commager puts it. Translated, this means that a parent has no right to seek re- 
form regardless of the extent to which he disapproves of the net impact of the educa- 
tion of the local school. The educator, in short, has consolidated his position as the 
exclusive, irresponsible regent of education. L’ecole, he says — c’est moi. 





VEN WITH ACADEMIC freedom established, certain obstacles remain. There’s not 
E enough room in education for the New Social Order and religion. The New Order 
is philosophically wedded to the doctrine that the test of truth is its ability to win 
acceptance by the majority. Economically, the new order is egalitarian; politically, it is 


majoritarian; emotionally, it is infatuated with the State, the unchallengeable and irre- 
proachable steward of every human being. 


It clearly won’t do, obviously, to foster within such schools a respect for an abso- 
lute, intractable, unbribable God, a Divine Intelligence who is utterly unconcerned with 
other people’s versions of truth, and inattentive to majority opinion. It won’t do to 
tolerate a competitor for the allegiance of man. The State prefers to secure monopoly 
for itself. It’s intolerably divisive to have both God amd the State scrapping for 
disciples on certain issues on which their views might differ. 


Religion, then, must go. First of all, we must expose it as a not-very-serious in- 
tellectual and emotional avocation. (Viz., the famous 1945 Harvard Report’s dismissal of 
religion: ‘“‘. .. we did not feel justified in proposing religious instruction as a part of 
the curriculum ... whatever one’s views, religion is not now for most colleges a prac- 


ticable source of intellectual unity.’’) 


Next, we must prove that to allow religion to be taught in public schools immi- 
nently commits us to uniting Church and State (viz., the McCollum decision of the Su- 
preme Court). Having paved the way, we can rely on the results. If religion is given 
no place at all — or just token recognition — in the intellectual diet of the school, the 
growing generation will probably come to think of it as, to quote Canon Bernard Iddings 
Bell, ‘‘an innocuous pastime, preferred by a few to golf or canasta”’. 


.* FIGHT IS BEING WON! Academic freedom is entrenched. True, there have been 
a few setbacks, as for example, the ‘“‘fascistic’’ episode in Pasadena, where the 
citizenry booted out its school superintendent; but considering the public chastisement 
extended to the citizens involved, it’s not likely that the incidence of this sort of uprising 
will increase. 


But there remains an enemy. A Trojan Horse stands resolutely in the way of a uni- 
form evolution towards the New Order. The private schools (outnumbered 10-1 by 
public schools) are still measurably independent, even though various conformist pres- 
sures are, of course, exerted by college administrators, who wield a decisive sanction — 
the power to refuse to matriculate the preparatory school’s graduate. So long as these 
schools (and colleges) survive, the public education monolith is threatened. 


The existence of these disruptive private schools clearly looms as a matter of the 
first urgency, and the question arises, how best to do away with them? The modern mind 
turns automatically to the State to do a job. Why not outlaw private schools? Dr. 





Conant is too realistic. The American mind is not yet conditioned to such heavy-handed 
Federal action. Other means must be found to accomplish the same thing. 


Private schools are supported by private money. So why not expropriate private 
money? This is the surest way to bankrupt the private school. The war of attrition is 
already succeeding. The private colleges are in desperate shape. And they are maso- 
chists of the first order; they urge upon their students the evils of private property, and 
the glories of egalitarianism. Quite predictably, these students graduate to urge higher 
and higher taxation on their political representatives, who comply by absorbing a 
greater and greater percentage of individual income, thus making less and less of it 
available for the maintenance of private colleges. The next step, clearly, is for our 
government to rush in with various species of Federal grants to keep the schools from 
perishing. 

But, if “public” money is used to support an educational institution, certain re- 
quirements must be fulfilled. No religious courses, of course, else you marry the church 
to the state. And nothing too unkind about the State itself, as this would be churlish 
ingratitude. Nor may the school indulge itself in its own admissions policy. In short, 
the acceptance of Federal grants means the surrender of the school’s independence. 


Alongside an economic war against the private schools, a propaganda assault must 
be staged. The schools must be discredited. The movement to discredit them began, in- 
directly, a long time ago. The philosophers of egalitarianism and class hatred started 
to hack away at “private schools for young fobs”. The psychological groundwork is 
laid, and the time is ripe for the direct onslaught. This time, not just against the people 
who support the schools, or the students who attend them, but against the institutions 


themselves. For they produce disunity and autocracy. They are a threat to our New 
Social Order. 


ne: DAY, those Americans who believe in freedom are going to realize that they can- 
not indefinitely withstand the assaults of the State-lovers by restricting their defensive 
action to genteel parries. ‘This is what we’ve been doing. 


Way before Dr. Conant came out with his dirge about private schools, some re- 
sponsible spokesman of freedom should have come out with a different observation about 
education. On the premise that every individual in our society ought to enjoy maximum 
freedom, which includes the freedom to superintend the education of his children, the 
suggestion ought to be made that every State rebate to the citizen who seeks private 
education, that percentage of the State’s educational budget that is earmarked for his 
public education. In short, we ought to adjust our thinking to devise ways and means 


of encouraging the proliferation of private schools, as the last, best bulwark against the 
monolith of the new, secular, statist social order. 
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